Learning academic writing has traditionally been a stumbling block for Higher Degree Research (HDR) students. HDR supervision pedagogy is not always explicit. Many HDR supervisors maintain an 'osmosis' approach to learning about academic writing, and others, while acknowledging the importance of feedback on samples of HDR student writing, fail to provide feedback that enables a student to address the writing problems or to understand the nature of HDR assessment. There is a need to begin to map successful pedagogical practices in the HDR context and HDR supervisors can start this by researching their own practice.
This study elaborates on the author's development of an explicit assessment criteria (Productive Pedagogy) for a thesis while he was examining Practitioner Investigation reports for postgraduate students. He subsequently used this framework as a basis for providing feedback on writing samples from his HDR students. The paper encourages other HDR supervisors to explore their own constructs of 'goodness' in academic writing so that these constructs can inform explicit feedback to students about what makes up the notion of academic writing.
A Context to Practice
When a student is accepted by a university to undertake Higher Degree Research (HDR), it is often assumed that they are proficient in academic writing. In reality, this is often not the case. As Parry and Hayden (1994) found in their cross-university study, both students with English as a second language and students with it as a first language needed assistance with academic writing. And as Diezmann (2005, p. 2) argued, "students' difficulties with the academic genre should be considered to be the norm, rather than the exception". Within the HDR literature numerous articles have been devoted to writing a research report (Gottleib, 1994; Knight & Zuber-Skerritt, 1986; Nightingale, 1992) . Many of these references acknowledge that the thesis is a unique genre of writing and one in which a researcher may not always be skilled.
More broadly, the HDR literature also talks about research supervision. Manathunga (2002, p. 82) suggested that this literature predominantly referred to administrative models of supervision, with academics seeing supervision as "an extension of academics' research functions and not a form of teaching". She contrasted those views with ones where pedagogical frameworks had been used to explore postgraduate supervision (for example, Connell, 1985; Green, 2005; Pearson & Brew, 2002) . Both views can address the specific issues of thesis writing when discussing 'good' HDR supervision.
For some, taking an administrative approach to supervision may involve the supervisor helping a student develop a project plan to schedule her or his writing towards the expected completion. For others, taking a pedagogical approach may result in a range of different strategies addressing what the student needs to learn. These strategies may for some include exposing their students to examples of good writing from the literature. Sometimes these samples can be as limited as just the supervisor's own writing. For others there may be an attempt to deconstruct the genre of the thesis and help students to understand the features that make up what is considered academic writing. Knight and Zuber-Skerritt (1986) argue, at least with reference to HDR in the social sciences, that students need guidance and help to develop skills of academic writing (for example, grammar, structure, style and punctuation). They recommend the appointment of an essay counsellor. Griffiths, Coppard and Lohman (2005) advocate reflective practice facilitated by successful authors as a way of helping students to begin to acquire the necessary skills associated with academic writing. Brown (1994) describes a strategy of scaffolding for the writing, helping students with the overall point of a thesis and the individual points of different sections of a thesis. Anderson, Day and McGlaughlin (2006) also suggest a form of scaffolding that emphasises that the thesis is designed to be a defensible product. Adopting the word "defensible" draws attention to the thesis being an argument and that an argument requires premises and evidence for those premises. This is a different form of deconstructing the nature of thesis writing. Connell (1985) , writing from the perspective of a supervisor, talks about the importance of giving students feedback on their writing within a general paper that extols the position of supervision as teaching. Diezmann (2005) also focuses on providing purposeful feedback to assist students in their cognitive apprenticeship in academic writing. Caffarella and Barnett (2000) similarly advocate the provision of feedback and also advocate students giving feedback to one another to improve their ability to critique academic writing.
Strategies of giving feedback on samples of students' writing are based on an understanding that a supervisor has a clear agenda of what constitutes good academic writing. While not specifically mentioned in the higher education literature, the notion of making assessment criteria explicit does appear within primary and secondary education literature as a useful teaching strategy. One of the few higher education authors to write about 'good' thesis criteria was Sheehan (1994) , who was writing ostensibly about research culture. He suggested that the following principles affected the quality of a thesis:
1. Quality (vs. quantity). (Newmann & Wehlage, 1993; Newmann and Associates, 1996) . CORS focused on how changes in school organisational capacity enabled changes in authentic pedagogy and improvements in student outcomes. QSRLS identified 20 productive pedagogies that appeared to improve the quality of curriculum.
The 20 productive pedagogies are organised around four groups of pedagogies:  Recognition of Difference -recognising and including multiple ways of knowing.  Connectedness -linking learning to a wider world.  Intellectual Quality -making the learner experience more intellectual demands.  Supportive Classroom Environment -expecting students to be responsible for their own learning and expecting high standards.
Explicit assessment criteria are one of the pedagogies within a supportive classroom environment. The pedagogy suggests that teachers provide frequent, detailed and specific statements about what it is that students are to do in order to achieve. Translated into a higher education setting, this would suggest that HDR supervisors provide frequent, detailed and specific statements about what constitutes 'good' academic writing. This is presented to the student both orally in conversations and in the explicit feedback that a supervisor provides about samples of the student's writing.
Mapping the Features of My Own Practice
As a research supervisor I would describe my supervision approach as predominantly framed as teaching. Part of my teaching agenda involves providing feedback based on explicit assessment criteria about samples of my research students' work. The approach came into my practice several years ago with a chance university contract that required me to examine multiple Master of Education theses. The students in this course were naturally curious about the criteria and I endeavoured, in line with Productive Pedagogy, a framework that I was using in another project with school teachers, to make the criteria explicit.
I developed a marking rubric and shared this with the students, regularly scaffolding my discussions with them and my feedback about the drafts of their work with the published and explicit marking criteria (see Appendix A).
Some years later, when I was invited to examine my first Doctor of Philosophy, I again used my specific criteria and added an additional criterion based on the understanding that Doctor of Philosophy research is intended to make a contribution to knowledge.
With this particular Doctor of Philosophy thesis, I was the dissenting examiner, suggesting that the thesis was not of Doctor of Philosophy quality. Despite my dissent, and I believe because of the detail of my assessment criteria in my examiner's report, I was asked to re-examine the thesis following changes. In later discussion with at least one of the other examiners, we recognised the unusual nature of this decision that gave the impression that one examiner had precedence over the other two, and addressed that dissonance in a paper about thesis examination. My detailed assessment criteria were published as an appendix to that paper (Sankaran, Swepson, & Hill, 2005) .
Concurrent with my experience examining I was also supervising students and using my criteria explicitly with them as well as having it inform the type of feedback that I was providing about the drafts of their writing.
For example, a potential student who was writing an overture to the university to be accepted as a doctoral student wrote: Dr M Knowles research into The Adult Learner provided me with a context for my management and then consulting work since 1976. His research came to me after I had experienced difficulties in deploying productivity improvement techniques as a manager in a multi-national and then as a quality, training and safety manager in an automotive supply company. The student had referenced Knowles (1973) using a footnote reference.
In providing feedback on the student's writing, I made the comment:
A little further along we may need to look at referencing procedures. While this is consistent referencing in academic writing, in Education there is a tendency to use the Harvard system. No need to make changes now as long as you are consistent with your referencing and when you start to learn about Endnote -the referencing program there will be adequate time to look at some of the ways in which academic writing makes references. My comment was influenced by my own criterion 5a (see Appendix A).
In a second sample of his writing, the student wrote:
I developed a Project Based Learning system to apply Quality Circle Tools directly during training to my company's problems with a 36 nation culturally diverse workforce as the Consultancy advised they said it had not been achieved to date. Knowles. "Characteristics and implications of Adult Learning Theory", especially in the differences in learning between children (pedagogy) and adult (andragogy) showed that adult training and learning, had to be designed to be different if stakeholder outcomes were to be realised.
I made the comment: I suggest that you pull this sentence up to the second sentence in previous paragraph as it follows from your reference to Knowles and gives some more meat to what it was in Knowles theory that provided the context for your work. This helps to make the important connection between theory and practice. My comment was influenced by my own criterion 1 (see Appendix A).
A different student, one nearing completion and having given me his final draft for feedback, wrote:
The knowledge agenda grew from that point in three distinct phases or generations.
Some paragraphs later he wrote:
The 1990s saw the development of multiple management discourses supporting common and overlapping content.
To which I commented: Is this the second phase? My comment was an attempt to emphasise that, as he had introduced a framework of three phases, he should continue to write in that context. This was influenced by my own criteria 5a and 5b (see Appendix A).
In a draft methodology chapter he wrote:
Epistemologically, I believe that knowledge is something subjective, a product created by the observer. I would describe my epistemology as practice based epistemology.
To which I commented: Previously you have argued for an hermeneutic epistemology as well to support your use of conversations. Make sure that this does not still apply. My comment was influenced by my own criterion 2 (see appendix A).
While I have referred to several authors in this paper who promote the provision of feedback about doctoral students' work as a viable supervisor pedagogy, the purpose of this paper is to draw attention to the inherent assumption that when supervisors provides feedback about students' writing they need to have already thought through what for them is a 'good' thesis. By exploring their own constructs of 'goodness' in academic writing and beginning to articulate their criteria for a good 'thesis', they can add to the repertoire of comments that supervisors make in students' work, and through this explicit feedback begin to teach students what makes up the notion of academic writing.
Appendix A
Author's thesis assessment criteria (Sankaran, Swepson, & Hill, 2005): 1. There is a clearly framed practice that is being investigated.
The issue or practice is framed both by the investigator's practice experiences (experiential or practice-based epistemology) and by the identified discourses that impact on the practice. There may even be need for an argument regarding which discourses impact on the practice.
The assumption underpinning this requirement is that there are discourses that frame a practice. These discourses might include policy documents, procedural manuals, correspondence and observations. By using the broader term of "discourse" here, rather than "literature", there is space to argue that, while a practice is evident in a range of discourses, it has notably not been articulated in literature. Also, by using the broader term "discourse" there is room to include the practitioner's own story as a discourse.
In discussing the discourses it would be expected that the discussion would help a reader (examiner) understand: a. The debates surrounding the particular practice. b. The silences within and across the discourses. For example, a practice might be discussed in the popular literature but is notably absent in the academic literature or a practice might be talked about in web-based literature but not in mainstream refereed journals. These constitute silences that inform the way in which the community understands the practice.
There is a well argued approach to investigating the practice.
As the report is communicating the findings from an investigation, it cannot be assumed that the appropriateness of the investigative approach is clearly obvious. I believe the rigorous way is to clearly articulate the argument for the particular investigative approach. This would involve: a. Recognising the specific ways in which the practice is observed and articulated and has been observed and articulated in the investigation. b. Showing how the ways used to harness relevant data for the investigation are congruent with a stated epistemology and ontology. c. Showing how meaning-making about the data is congruent with the stated ontological position.
2. Following this argument there should be congruence between what the report says you will do to collect and analyse data, and what you actually did to collect and analyse data, or there is an explanation as to why what you proposed was not possible. If the investigation has adopted an action inquiry or other iterative approach, then there need to be clear links between the individual cycles of investigation.
3. There is a statement of conclusions drawn and evidence to show that: a. The authority of the application of these findings is agreed rather than assumed.
b. The relevance of these findings to a wider population (generalisation or generativability) is discussed. In this instance there might be arguments for generalisation -the application of the findings from the small study to a broader population, or generativability -an acknowledgment that the issues raised are pertinent to conversations about this practice but that no claim to generalisation is made. c. There has been an attempt to communicate the findings with other practitioners and that this is seen as a factor of authenticity.
4, There is evidence of rigor throughout the report. a. First level rigor in spelling, grammar, style of citation and bibliography. b. Second level rigor in the way in which the argument itself is presented: i.
Conclusions reasonably arise from the analysis. ii. Discourses used to make sense of the data, and to frame the practice, are shown to be relevant and authentic for this particular practice and its data. iii. The investigator recognises that his/her perception of the practice is just that. A given situation might be understood in many different ways, and the investigator is not so much arguing for the sole truth of his/her interpretation as for a reasonable logical acceptance that his/her interpretation is a viable way to understand the practice. Alternatively, an investigator adopts a positivist stance and argues for single truth.
5. When the report has been prepared for a doctoral degree, there is an expectation that the investigation has made a contribution to knowledge. There are many ways in which this could be achieved: a. Contribution towards the knowledge about the issue or practice. b. Contribution towards the knowledge about the particular investigation methodology chosen. c. Contribution towards the field of practitioner investigation.
